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audiclogic and demographic variables. Videotapes of free play 
interaction w^re subjected to an int^ractioTi analysis. This analysis 
examined behavior at the leva! of th^ dyad ci Interaction rather than 
at the level of individuals. Th^ duration and ccraplixity of 
interaction were strongly affected by bcth the methcd and le^el of 
coffffiunica tlon. Simultaneous dyads had interactions that were longerr 
more complex, and containid more cooperaticn and positivi affect than 
aid oral dy ids^ The roli of simultanecti ccttttunica tion is discussed 
in terms of its benefits for bonh the communicative and social 
competence of profoundly deaf childrer, (Author/KP) 
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Abstract 

The presant atuoy csifomined the effects of communication it»<3q (or^l vb, oral 
pLm manual) nnd Igv^L ot oommunlcptive c^patence (hiyh vn, low) on proeoundly 
dent preBchool ohiJdcen's play intHraotlona with their haafing muthars, 
The sample consisted ot £8 dyn^in equally f^lvidecl into groupa of oral and 
simultaneous (ot^l plus nianudl) communtcators that wer© mAtohed on audialaglc 
and demographic variablen* Vl^eotflpc?^ of frep piny interaction ^;ere subjectea 
to an interaction analysia, TViis analy^l^ eHaminef behavior at the level 
of the dya-1 or Intecriction rather than at the level of IniUviciualn^ The 
duration and complexity of interaction T.^ere fittongly affected by ^joth the 
nethct^ and level ot co^unication. Simultaneous dya ls hat^ Interactions tliat 
yera longer, more eomplc^K, ant* CQntalned more cooperation and poaltivi^ affect 
tiiat Uid oral dyads* The role of simultaneous cOTmunic^itjon discussed 
in terms ol' its benefite for both the communicative and eooial competence 
of profoundly deaf children. 
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As with all childrtn, th^ dQclal flnd femrttional behavior of deaf children 
is greatly influ^ncett by their ability to ecmmunicatn ^'ith aignlflcant others* 
However I at prer,ent, there has boen little inveiitigatlon of the faotore affeoting 
pprent-ohiia tnteraation in families with & youngs prcllngually deaf child. 
Tht proBent study txamines the effeat of both iltfferlngi enmmuniaation Tnethode 
and levels of communioatlve compot^nce on tho quality of iTOther-ghllfl plfly 
interaetione in f ami 11^^ tnth heaeing pr.rents ami o profounclly deaf pro.fchool 
ch lid, 

U\D date there has hc^n a p^jualty af obserwtional reH^aroh on hnAring 
psrent^^eaf ghllrii intaraetion* Sahler^inger anJ riearlo'^ (lOl?.) ohoerved nether- 
ohilrl interaction mC found thit Heaf chlldion Moaive^J louot rntings for 
dompllance and pclde In skill mastery than riif^ normal hearing contcols. 
The ^eaf ohild's Xomt aompli^mo \mm conBonant t:ith th^ finding that mothere 
of ^ieaf ohilflren vjere ratc^fl as less perminsive mfl flejkthlni rind inore fUdaotia 
and intrusive than if^thars of ht»aring ehliaten, V^fthiin the deaf iuh^impli^* 
coinmuniaative level of the dyad \mm poaitlve celateO to the child's display 
of both lndepend*?nt behavior m6 fKSsitivo offeot during the Interaction* 
doss <1970) ami Collins (1969) also reported that mpthrira of deaf children 
gave irore directive and controlling communicationa than did hearing controlB* 
Additionally, nunterous txtra-f amilial studies indicate that conipar^d to hearing 
children # deaf children have a higher incidence of .^jehavior probletne (MeatoJp 
1975)* unfavorable personality ttfiits such as egoeentricity and inipulaivity 
(Ltvinej 1960) and iQvmt educational achievement <Offlce of Demographic Studies » 
1971) . 

It has been suggested that these unfavorable findings result from deprivation 
of rich cofnmunication during early chilcViood (Mindel a Vernon* 1*?71| Moores^ 
1978). This cOTmunication dtprlvation has recently been attributed not to 
the ynavold^lo constquences of deafness itself, but instead to the use of 
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oral^oniy methods of comniunication fJuring tht^ preaehool years, 'viw oral 
method eonslBts of the tralnlhg of gpeych anrt apoeehrei^ding (lipreading) 
with ainpLiCieatiori and training of jec5sidual hearing mnd f^oos not pGrmit manual 
communication of any kind (Brill, 1971). Orfil^only ifi^ucatlon h.w tmm effective 
far only ^ minority of prftlingual, profoundly deaf ehll^iren* 

Reaontly there hnm been substantial aontroverny cnnafjrning the? introduction 
of "isimuLtaneous oommunleation" tr^iining for young d^nf chilT^;en {Ftpomr^, 
1970t Lingr Llngp finrl Pilaatnrp^ 1077). Thm simultc^neoun niothod (.^Ibo termei^ 
total aomniunieatinn or the bUmrinX nicthod) includes not only the rn<^thoda 
of ormliain, but ^Iso eimultaneou.^ ubq oC rnanual nompunio.^tlon through such 
methods m sign Innguage, fingerBpelllng, pantoKiime^ anc^ natural gesture* 
ProponontG of the simultAneous mothod atrcss t^e crucial nature of Mrly 
corainuniGatlon by any mdm posBlhle, They propoBO th.^t the use of sign language 
in conjunction with spe?»ch vrjll provArie the r J chest cofflriuntcjatlon environment 
possible anri therefore help the f>mt child to learn that hoth communication 
and iocial interaction can hr» effect! vh and gratifying (Mindel & Vernon, 
1971). 

While a recent survey (Jorrlan^ GustaBoni a Rosen # 1977) repofted that 
over S0% of r'eaf preschoolers in the Unlterl States are nov; recf^lving simul- 
taneous CQmniunication trairting# research comparing t)ie effects of simultan<&ous 
vs. oral communication during the preschool years Js lacking. Moored (1978), 
in a longitudinal study of academic effecta of programs, founn that children 
in various types of simultaneous communication programs had higher reading 
and receptive comnmnication scores than those in oral programs* Greenborg 
and ilarvin (in press), using the present sample, examined the attachment 
behavior of deaf preschoolers with hearing parents* They reported that very 
few children mtm distressed by the brief separation. Hov/tver, upon reunion, 
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children who utilized atrnultaneoui eanmyinlciit inn uerii mice likely to show 
positive* sociable bohavior while oral cQmmunicatora mor© often flisplayRil 
jreslstant or avoidiine^ behavior. 

The present gtudy eKamines the play Interactions of profoundly deaf 
children* agee 3 to 5^ with t'leir hearing mothers* ApproKimately 90ft of 
ftll deaf children have heiarlng pfir^nts (Schein a Delt, 1*^74). Tvro graups 
of hearing nother-deaf chil'i dya^^is mr^ abBorvm't om group used oral communj 
cation onlyr the other used almultaneous cornraimicat inn* The simultran^ous 
cammunLeation group xmm being etlucntod to comniunie^t Ivn BynehronouBly by 
speech and sign language using English syntan. The snmple mm aluo subdivided 
by level of coinniunicati^fo com^tenee* 

TviO dimension of the play situation v^ere invest Igaterls eomrauniaative 
competence and the structure of Bocira int^rectian, COTmunlcative cornpatenee 
waB aaeessed by both a molor rating of the Hyad's communicative interchange 
and a detailed analysis of the aocial/pragmeitic function of Tneapages by both 
mpther mo child. Social interaction ifaa assesiiecl by examining ^ioth the 
structure or patterning of the interaction (a*f,# Bakoinan & Bro*m » 1^77) 
and the frequency of individual sccial hehaviorn oompooing the interactions. 

Three hypotheses t^ere tested. Firsts level of conununicativa competence, 
regardless of communication method, would be related to the affects length 
and compltKity of social Interaction- Second ^ .simultaneous communicationi 
f^ads would have higher levels of conununi dative oompetenao than would oral 
dyads* Third, simultaneous communication dyads tvould show more sociable, 
complex, and cooperative social interaction that dyads using only oral oommuni- 
cation. 
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Subjects 

-ri-jenfcy-elght hearing iiVQther-deaf chllrt dynfls were soleete<.' Croifl sin 
ptesohool «nd paront-lnfant programs in metropolitan Washington, D. C. The 
children intjt thm following crltnriai (1) age 3 to 5h: (2) non-verbal intelli- 
gence ijithin the normal ranqe (as estimated by school records) i (3) hoartng 
levffl no bfittor than 80 tkicihfils overag- in the spffech rangn (500 to 4000 
hz) in th« better cnri (fl) uaafHrua ocourroU prior to language acquinitioni 
(5) no additional kno-.'n hfirieUcaps {t..g,i blindne,'?a, cerabral palay) j (6) 
neither parent deaf; (71 all parents liemonstratcH an nctive anc! committod 
attltucle toward using olthoE r.tmultonaous or oral cnmmunication ulth their 

ohild as their routine method of comjnunioation. Thin InCormatton vam Bdllait«.l 

i / ■ 

from the sehools $nfl verified during the'actual mother-ehild obBecvation 
of the stufiy, i.e. I or.^1 dyiids did not usa conventions I signs, similtnneous 
^ads routlnelv usL siqnB on-l vocnllzntion synchronously. The above crtterlo 
v-ere strictly foUp^ed in orc.«r to obtain as "optiml" and distinct samples 
as possible. T..eJty-five of the children lived in atnble two-parent families. 

A series of one-way analysis of variance tests were emplovud to test 
for deinographlc differences betweon the aimultaneour, and oral samples (n 
- 14 per group). There were no differences on any of the variables^ age 
(X - 52 tnonths), hearing loss |X = 98.3 decibels), age of diagnosis (X - 
17.1 months), age of educational intervention (X = 22.5 nwnthf.), months of 
school experience (X - 22.9), sexual or racial composition, parity, or social 
a lass. 

Pfocedure 

nohavior Observation , lach mother-child dyad was obsc^fvod In a laboratory 
situation consisting of two segmentsi a 5-ninute instructionnl task, and 
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a lS*minute play/ separation prQceflure, The instructional task consisted 
of Wi© nether assisting her child In finding a specific toy in the room. 
The play/aeparation sogment connlatecl of five epiRodes each lasting thrGe 
minutea. During Epiaodto 1* 3^ and 5, the rother child ware together. 
At tile beginning of EpiBodoB 2 one! 1 the mother left tliQ toom ami r^turnQd 
at the enH of tlie episode* 

The rootn wao /^ppros^lnwitely 3.5 n meters and jn0luiied ohflira for 
botti niDther am^ cliildi tw tables, nnd a Inrqe variety of toys, lJh^?n the 
nother tjaa present she wao free to initiate play intHraction and proximity 
v;henever mhm denireri. The aituation vmn vidootf^ped through a one-way mirror » 

This report ie GonceL^ned primarily vrith ploy interaction and GOiiirnunioation 
during the 8^ ininutes when TOthor and cnilrl v;ore present (EpiE*odeB 1, 3# 
and 5) I toe first 15 seconde of reunion behavior during Eplaodoo 3 and 5 
vjere not SGor^B in the prf^sent report. Hatingfl of communicative competence 
wre TOoreB during the instructional task prior to Epieode 1* {See Greenberg 
and ilarvin (in press) for result.^ of separation nnd reunion patterns during 
Eplnodes 2 and 4) , 

CgnmunicatiQn Measures 

Cmmunicat Ive competence . Ratings of the cnnimunlcative coinpetence of 
each dyad wore scored using a scdle of the IncIeK of COTniunicative CompetnncB 
(Schlesinger ^nd Meado^^, 1972) , Tho sevon pcnint scale assesses the degree 
to \?hich both mother and child display mutual or reciprocal understanding 
of each other's requests, observations, rlemands* and questions, Conmuni-- 
cation may occur by speech^ vocalization ^ gesture* sign language « or facial 
eMpression, The ratings irere scored during the initial instruction task 
and were tem^rally distinct from the Interaction/separation sequences. 
Three raters independently scored all the protocols and 851 of the ratings 
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were within maaXe point. Mhen two of the three coclers agreed, the leoee of 
these tMO ooderB imm utilised* In aanes in v^hich all thrife ao€Qtm 6inBgtQmd, 
the ratings wero avaFaged, 

Functional cornmunlcation coding sygtem * All soclnlly-directed ccniinuni'* 
oat ions of both mothrir and child wre cod^c^ during the 8.5 minutes of play 
interactiDn« Tn^'lt 1 preaents dnfinitlons, eKaiTipleri# and information on 
oodar agreement lor a s^t of 11 mutually exclusive ejchaustiv^ categories 
encOTipasBing prarrTOtto and aemantic ahiiitles that aro reprMnntee! in communi- 
cation from the one--TOr i stag^ in normal hearing chll^Kon (Bates ^ 1^70? Brotm, 
1973| DorSr 1974). 

Insort ^Table 1 Here 

The system attenipta to sample the major fuM'jjtinna nf OTrnmunlcationi 
seeking informationr gaining nnothftr's attention^ requesting others to aot^ 
teaching ^mother , repeating another * discuBsing objeGt.^^ and diseuseing the 
self and other's thoughta and actionn^ m xmll as anmeBBlrg the affect ive 
dlfTfinsion of communicatiori # e,g## approval anJ disapproval. *rhe categojcy 
"teach" was analysed for mothers only becauie its rare occur tenoe in children 
proclufSed adequate reliability. Ccinmufiicatlons trere coded in a m/mner which 
took Into account both the surface grammatical form and other contextual 
cues to determine the illQCutionary force of the nwBBage (c.f- Dore, Gearhart^ 
£ NeOTanp 1978). For e^amplep "Would you close t>ie fdndow?* has a graimnatical 
form of a question but has the illocutionacy force for the Bpaaker of a behavior 
request^ e*g. # shut the %/indow. In such cases these indirect rtquests mtn 
coded as behavior requests. 
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In ^daitlon to this mutuaily excluelve eyotnm^ e&SQr&me to absent objnats/ 
persons/events \mn coc^ad ?7hencyef a message with suah content occiurred (sm 
Table 1)* This eategory was of parfclaular importanoe bocauoa at its abotract 
nature and the fact that deaf presehoolers have been ramly rf*porte*1 to diacuee 
peraons or events outelde of the Invneiliate eontext {Heir^er & Heider^ 194X| 
Sohleslnger s :iea6ow^ 1972). 

Each rhild comfnunication '^in elaefiif ieu bb spontaneoua or elicitefi. 
This finalyBis vmB of inter^iit hBcnuEQt aa DlTOr^is (1978) ami othafS have 
noted^ Uie deaf child not only hm poorer linguistic gltilln but Is nlmo loss 
likely to use oommunlcdtion Bpontanooufily to initiate Interactions. SpontanQOUB 
oommunicationa wero defined as those that either begin .sequences of interaotlon 
and/or v/ere not fUrect reaponoes to the other's pravioui aommunicattons. 

ioclal Interaction Jleasur^tfq 

Indivji^ual social iDehavioc . The frequency of smil(ft# laughs an^ touch 
tvero scoref^ for both nrother anH child during th^ play interact ionru The 
frequanoy of angry/aggreB^i ve behavior, gaze aversion, and the percentage 
of aamplianc«^ were scorort for the child only. nOTplianoe *^*fis defined as 
the child verbally renponding to anrVor succeeBfuUy following the directions 
of the mother's behavior requouta or attempts to get the child's attention. 
Additionally, the duration of tline the dyad was in proximity (v/ithin 2 feet) 
viam noted. 

Interaction analyals . The Interaction analysis is a ayBtem that scores 
behavior at the level of the dyad itaelf rather than at the level of each 
participant. In other words. It ie concerned with the structure of interaction 
of the dyad, not with each Individual's separate bthaviors, The syatm was 
applied t© the 8% minutea of unstructured play inter act Ion (Epiiocles 1, 3, 
and 5) • 

er|c ^ 0 
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A bout is defintid m occurririq ^*hor\ one number of thm ffyiic' dirc*ots m 
interaotlve behavior toward tho eeconc? iriowher, and tha neaond membGr rogipon'^f? 
to that tmBBaqo \fith another intGractiv^ iH^havlor anrl/or action directly 
r^latad to tha other. An interactive behavior is one that in direoted to 
the oth#r mi) may Gonsist of « spoN<?n tiorfl^ vocall?:iition, ^ign# geoturai 
body iiiDVom^nt* body contact # or noise* Laoking* *y Itself , Is not gcorocl 
aa an Interactive bchwlor, For ^xample^ 11' a mother cammunlcnted to hor 
chllM "Get tha book"^ nnd the child nlth©r got th© hoak or aommun iai\nmii about 
It^ ti^io mDther's message v;ouW bo r'^oflnerf ne the heginnJng of a bout. It 
the child did not respond to the ntother'e message or only looked nt the mother, 
a bout twld not havQ occurrerl. 

A bout emis when flv^ aeconriB hfive elapaecl during v^hlch no Intorootlve 
behavlora have oacurred, unlens non-tntoractive aotivity during the interim 
Is directly related to thn topic of the bout. For example, euppose t*ie mother 
communicated '/ith the child about a toy ncroea the room, The chilU *.;alketi 
toward the toy, v;hich took more than five seconrfs, but then picked up the 
toy dnd communicated to mother about it. Despite the passage of more than 
5 seconds v;ithout interactive behavior^ the bout is scored as continuing 
since the interim activity was directly related to the bout topic. 

toch time the topic of converiatlon (e.g., a toy) or the focus of the 
bout changed (e#gg^ a different qame hGings) a nev^ bout le begun. If tv?o 
or more boute occur with lees than five seconds elapsed iaetween them, they 
are concatenated into a higher level of analysis termed an interaction sequence. 
An Interaction sequence may contain one or irony bouts and constitutes a moasure 
of hO!.' long the dyad maintains interaction v?ithout a signlfloant break, 
A bout TOasures the an^ount of tin^s the dysd can interact on s cin^lc topic 
or focus. Sach bout v/as categoriserl along four dimenilonss 
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^* Ccmplt*?! tty » A iimplo bmit %mn one in 'ihich t:h<*rn wre tcv»#?r thi^n 
two reciproaal ohains of behavior hetij4*e»n nrafchfir and ehll% A eompleic bout 
\m& on© in uhloh tv/o or more rMipfoCfil ehairiB of bohav{or oaeurr^cU ©.q. # 
at least h-^^'n^ B-^A, A^B, A, 

2« Topig ^ A bout Wfeia gCK^ocl aa ob ject-^relatcKi ploy or Gonversation 
if its topic iJBB m notorial object uhiali imm pr^'sent. A i^out vjus cod©H an 
non-object If Ito topic vmn an sbotrnat ooneept* ^ p^rnnn (pr^oont or absent) 
or an rthsont objaat, 

3, Init ajtion * Hnch bout vmrn coclnrl nB motlir^r- or eliilt^'-lnitlatedf 
d^pentHng upon v;hich per*u>n provlfled tho initial hehavior that resulted in 
a bout* 

4. Elaboration ,, Thia lUmenslon riiflnots el^^L?orrntion of the ather'a 
comniuniQat ion that predictably funotions to continue Bnr^ eMpanr^ the bout. 
FOE examplef if the child Bhoi/ed anr^ InbelocS a toy^ anO neither respondaO 

i^y oonimunicntimj a not? pttrihuto or discuased an nation for tho ohild concerning 
the toy# t>ie TTother uaR ocoreci as nlaboratorp Ho^^everi if mother only r^etatec^ 
Tihat the chilli harl oaid^ mhm ymB not scored na elaborator* A bout may bo 
olaborate^ by mother, child^ hoth^ or neither. Uoually, oimple boutB imto 
elaborated by neither or only one partiaipant. A bout elnborat«n by both 
participants signifies reclprooity or mutuality in tha ©Kpansion or direction 
of the bout. 

The duration of each bout and interaction soquenoe was noted. If a 
bout be*5an leas than 5 seconfis prior to the end of Epinode 1, 3# or S| it 
%mm not included « Li'^eidse^ if a bout ended less tlian 5 eeconda after Spiiode 
1 began it wbb ^HCluded, 

Coder Agreement 

Sey#n transcripts (2SI) distributed throughout the analysia itfere coded 
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inda^ndantl^ by two teamH of tvjo eoflerg each. For the oommuniCiitiv© nets 
and infSividual social tehavior^, eBtimatos of agreement uere eanputed as 
the number of agneeinenti divWeci by the number of agreamentB plus dtBagree- 
n^nts plus ^lEBlon or core, T©hle 1 presentB aocler agreement for enah ooinmuni- 
oation category. Agreement for the individual social bohavlare rangnd from 
#69 (avert ga^e) to .93 (touch) (K - .86)* For the interaotinn annlysis^ 
agreement xmn eonipute^^l both separately for oomisslon errors only (actual 
di sag ro^nwint) artd far comiiision fin.i nmisoion errors ccrmhineclp Soth v»gre^nient 
estimates are reporter for the lolloi/ing intnr^ietion mensuresi bout freguancy 
C*S6| .76)1 interaction fcequency (.92| .80) i compleKity (*88| *7u)i topic 
(.83| *70) ? initiation (•B6| .72) i elahoratlon {*89| .7^) and bout duration 
(.88| .75). Bec^iuse th^ errors of onlssion v/«ce randomly distributed across 
rading teams# protoools> anci coding eategorieSj no prirticular bias vmB Introducod 
and ttierefore the^e errors to not efCect analyols of group differences. 
The rernainlng transoripts ijere scored by one of these coding teams, 

StatiBtloal toi'^lysls 

C^ipa risen hctvje^n cofninunicfition n^thods and GCfnpetence levols on Cregu^ney 
Dneosuree ijere carried out by ana lysis of variance testa. The Bonf'^ronnl 
correction at the .05 l^vel uan utillMd, when applicable , to control for 
the occurrence of spurious significant reaults. Group acrnparisons of proportional 
data wore analyEed by the Mann^Whitney 0 test (2-tailed), 

Reaults 

Communlcativa Conpetence 

Simultaneous communication Oyada tender to show higher ^corea on the 
rating of cOTununicative competence (reciprocal understanding) than did oral 
communication dyads, P(l| 2fi) ^ 3.0, p ^ .07. ThB lack of statistically 
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significant difference uas tittrlbuted to the subetantlftl vfi»riance within 

both groyps. Hot/ev^r^ baeause level of eammunlentivo gompetono© was hypothoei! 

to be a Qtudial dif fffiMntiating factor in the sacial hehnvlcir of deaf dyads, 

the lample v;aa also subdivic^ed Into relatively high and low eCTmnunleatlon 

3 

dyads^ regardless of eonmiunioation method. This sample diviaion resulted 
from dividing the entire sample ^t the n^dian on the rating of cOTununioative 
competenoe. The subdivision by lev^l of coffununlcatlmi vmm erossed fdth method 
of communication yielding four subqraups of equal al^c? (M^?) i high or^l, 
high slmultaneouBi, lo-/ aral, and lov; si-^ultaneous ^'yad^j. hm a result, analyso; 
by cofnmunlcatlQn level and method are not confounded. 

Repeated neasures 

The aeriua of four-factor repeated-measures AlJOVIk tests v/ere performed 
on functional comniunicatlve acts and IncUvidyal fioolal behaviors tdth communi- 
cation roathod, comj^uniaation levol, and &mn au between-subjects faotore an^^ 
episodes au the vtithin^aubjects f actor* There imicQ no sJgnlficant differences^ 
between Ei)lBodes 1, 3, and 5, on any corimunicat^ ve or social !whavlors* 
Additionally, there were no behavlornl differenees hetween the first and 
Reeond separations. That iu, irother'a absencoo per ae did not differentially 
efCect internction or cQmmunleatlon after her returns. Therefore, all three 
eplsQ<«es (Bk minutes total) in whlcli th^ Mther ^nd child wre present v/ere 
cofablned for the forthcoming analysae. rhere ^mtm no Bignificant main effects 
of sex. 

Functional Communication Categories 

Children . A 2 x 2 (Communication riethod by COTimunicatlon Level) analysis 
of Viiriance of the frequency of all typ^s of communlcatione revealed no slgni* 
f leant effect for communication method (Simultaneouo X * 58.9, Oral K ^ 71.9)* 
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nmevmt f therci yas q significant effect for cemraunl cation l«veli high communi 
amtQtm displayed more (K ^ 77.4) iressagns than lov; cornmunicators {% ^ 53,1), 
P (1, 25) ^ 6*4, p < ,025. There uere no interaction effects* Table 2 
displays the percentage of children's communications by aategory for the 
four groups t 
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None of the 12 eimultaneous vs* oral category compr^rigon^ iTsre aignif iccmt , 
This flncUng is congruent vith the lack of difference betvreen qroups in rating 
of cornmunicative competence* However, elmultanenus children ehowed a signl-^ 
ficantly higher percentage of spontaneoui camniunicatlnno (37^) than difJ oral 
children (20%), U ^ 148, p < *05. 

High competence comniunicatorn LHsplayed a higher percentage of quostlon- 

doclaring information* U ^ 167, p ^ .001, ;ind ylseuasiDn of mn^pwemmt 
objectp/persono/events, 0 ^ 140 # p < .01* Additionally, more high communi* 
cators than low cOTiinunicatorB ccMwnunicated at least once regarding a non- 
preaent object, person, or event (Fisher's EHaCt Test# p « #02). hovj communi- 
catore displayed more unclassif iable ccwnmimlcations, u ^ 150^ p < .05^ Tharci 
were no diffferencaa in the use of spontaneous vs. elicited communieatlone 
as a result of conmiuniCfitive competence. 

Motoers . h 2-way ANO^A of the totial frequency of maternal cOTirounlcatloni\ 
revealed a significant main effect only for communieation fnethocU Oral mother 
communicated more often (X m 128*9) than did simultaneous mpthers (K ^ 89*3), 
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W (If 25) s p < •025* Hoyever, oral mnthers showed significantly greater 

solf-copetitlon than did siinultnneous fnothec.^^ p (1^ 25) - 5*2. p < ,05* 
If these repetitive ytatenients are ewludecl from analysis , the difforenoes 
betvieen simultaneoufi and oral inotherF become non-significant. Table 3 diflplaya 
the peraontagee of maternal eonununications by entegory* A aeries of riinn* 
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Whitney U Tests indicated no Bignifioant clifferonoes in the fcypeB of Gommunl^ 
cation utilized by mothecs as a function of communleation TOthod, in light 
of the major differences in communication betT/ean children in high vs* lov^ 
cQmmunication dyads, it Ifi surprising that mothers of these t^jo groups showed 
only one difference j high cominunicatlon mothers used a higher percentage 
of referonces to absent objeetn/porsono/events, U ^ 145*2^ p < ,Q5s 

Individual Social Behavior 

Canmunication method . Table ^ displays the frequenay of discrete social 
behaviacs for both chilclren and motherii. As hypothesised, slroultan#oua 
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children showed more positive interactive behaviors than did oral children, 
ipecif ically, simultaneous childron sho%i"od a higher percentage of compliance 
with their mother's requests, U ^ 210.4, p < *01# touched their mother's 
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nwire frequently, P (1, 25} ^ 5.1, p < ,05, and avertecl their gaze loss frequently 
than did oral ahildren, p (1# 25) ^ 4*2^ p ^ •05, Healpcocally^ mothers In 
siinultaneous dyads laugherl mre frequently than those In oral dyads* p (1* 25) 
4*4t p < ^05. 

Communig^tlQn eompotenae . There vmn only one significant dlfjferenco 
m a ifesult of comniunication level. High aommunication children ahotJOd le^a 
nggression than did lof^ cmmunicntion ahildren F (1, 25) - 4,S, g < *05. 
There i/ere no -lif ferenocis bot*;*aen rnothera in high anri lov^ c^nmunicatlun dyoclD 
on any variablf^a. 

Interaction Analysis 

Cnmrnuniogtion mtho^u Table 5 presents group means and percentag^r; 
of dyadic interaotlon rneaeurea. Ai hypothesl^ad, Blmultancoua ccmmunic^tors 
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showed more social and cooperative interactions* Specifically, aimultaneous 
dyacSo had longer mean hout durations, F (1^ 25) ^ 7.6, p ^ < •Olf longer 
inean interaction duratione, P (1, 25) ^ I2.r*i p < .01, and spent mare total 
tiine in interaationi F (1, 25) ^ 10*3# p < *01. Ho%jever, there was no group 
difference in the time In physical proKlfliity. Simultaneous dyads also hac^ 
loiter ccnipleK bouts # F (1, 25) - 5.7f p < *05, and longer interactions that 
contained at leait one oompleK bout, P (!» 25) - 13.1, p < #001, TheMe last 
two results indicate that the simultaneous vs. oral differancas were not 
due merely to a higher frequtncy of very short bouts In oral dyads, there 
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%mm no aiffeeanoe in the ffequ«fiGy at boutu, though as a result of the oral 
^ad^g shorter Interactions^ their intersections mtm more frequent, P (1, 25) ^ 
9,7, p < .01, 

Consonant \7ith the above duration n^aaurea, Bimultaneoue dyads harl a 
higher percentage of GOmpleK ana fewer simple houtri, 0 ^ 1S*%5^ p < ^01, 
and a higher percentage of bouts elaborated by botii partlclpcnts, U ^ 146*5, 
p < .05* There tjere no differ^nees In TOaaurei of hout initiation or object 
vs. non^objeot focus, 

Cenmiunlcation competence * High ccffn^uni cation ilytVlB a longar total 
Interaction time, F (1, 2S) ^ 14*8^ p < ,001, Ho^yev^er^ tJwta t*ere no tliffer* 
encta on any other duration measures* High conimunicatnrs bad a loi/er percentage 
of msther-elaborated bnnts^ U ^ 128,5, p < *001, a higher percentage of mutually 
or bath elaborated pouts ^ U ^ 172*5^ p < *01, a hifher percentage of bouto 
with non-^ject topics, U ^ 48*5, p < *0S, and tended to have a higher per- 
centage of compleK bouts, 0 ^ 133,5, p - *10* There t/as one intf^raction 
effitecti high conmunication simultaneous dyaHs ha*l significantly more tlttie 
in interaQtion than Hid iov; communication oral dyads ^ F (1, 25) ^ 6.4, p ^ 
= 025* 

Subgroup Analysis 

Table 6 prestntB interaetlon TOasuices for each of the four subgroups 
<n ^ 7 per group) to facilitate comparison of comniunication methods vilthin 
the ti^ competence levels. For high Qommunlcatore, aimyltaneous dyads had 
elgnificantly higher scores (t--itest or nann Whitney U, < .05) thrn oral dya^s 
on all measures except total interaction tlmo* For ccmmunlcators^ slmul* 
taneous dyads had significantly higher scores ( < ^05) on all nsasures than 
did tihe oral dyads* These findings inHtcate that 11) simultaneous^oral 
differences are not TOrely the result of 'tUfferencis In dyads of low cOTimuni-* 



IS 



Inter fiet ion of Deaf pE^sahoolere 

17 



eativa cmpttenat (except for total intaraation tifne)i and (2) high OOTimuni- 
eation ^yacls vho utilise sinialtaneous communication shotf the nest favorable 
intaraations* Of particular interaBt la the cnntrast of high oral and low 
simyltaneaiiB %ada* While only ©net meaBure shows slgnifiicant dlff erenow 
favorinf the low simultaneous dyaclci (i cmtpliance), all TOasureSy eKoept 
total infeairaation time, ohow higher mean aeorea for loi^ slniult^neoua than 
high ocal dyads. 

Dlacueelon 

As hypothcsizoril, jifferona^n In dyadio Interaotlon vmtQ a^Jiooiated wit'i 
aCTununloativa coinpetence* The h^qher aggreision ami g^z^ avaraionf lower 
total interaotion time, and higher percentage of both gimiple bouts mtl houti 
elaborated only by the rnoth0r in the lov; commuriicatlon eompetenoe dyads 
illystrate the diffieulty that inotherB of lo\t oommunication ohilfiren had 
in sustaining interaotion with their ahild. Converoelyi the higher percentage 
of bouto v;ith a non-ofi^jeet focufi^ bouts that uere mutually ?^lab©rated, and 
longer play fcinie in high ooimnunieafeion conipatende Gyade inrioato too imp^r fcanaa 
of aarly and suecessful conmiun leak ion for deaf ohil^^ren {aqhlealnger and 
Meadow^ 1972), However # as subgroup differencns Indiaate, a numbor of inter-* 
actional differences result frm method of communication and not neaessarily 
level of oasiipetenoe. 

Children rated aa higher In eoiTimunicativi! competence not only COTimunicated 
nr>re often# but also eOTununig«t©^3 different types of meoeages* apeoif jcally, 
high eaunynleatian children more often than low oommunidation ohildren asked 
c|iiestionti discussed non-present objects and events i and discussed their 
own actions* Qreenberg and Harvin (In press) also found that these high 
coimuni cation ahlldren showed a rwre ddvanoed phase of attachment and wre 
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reported by their ffldthere to have higher expresslva ami reeeptive skills 
aonc^rnlng time aoncepts than lov; cwnmunlcation ehildren, Thase abilities 
greatly expand th© rn.ilm of the c/iildren'e sTOial and c^riltiye ^ioni.ilna by 
alloi^lng them to uigcuis bath paat evcmta (Mmorian) .^nd future avents { fears 
and expaotations) . nrlnlch (197S) hm report^cl that th« frequenay of bating 
inforiaation mS asking queottens f sru Mlatffd to both eonniunicatlve oOTipetenca 
anc^ 10 in dciaf ohlldren. 

The o@0oncl hypothesis # that aimult^itieouQ eon^muniontion riyafja ?%jnuld Bhovf 
aignif ioantly highor lovcla of ooninunleatiyt oonpetenQe than oral dyaclB, 
^mm not strongly suppnrtefU AMitioRally, there ^tm no lifferenceH iTetween 
groups in the funotiona of communiootlon utiliEerU Thja f Imling is perhaps 
du© to tvm interaoting factors that are IndloatlVf^ ©f tlie current r*:alitiee 
of deaf preaahool edUGatinni. Firsts about half of the BlmultaneouB oomiiiuni' 
oation Oym^B aoulrl be oharact^i^ lie^^ as "non-cptlmal" p claspite tha care taken 
in sample seleafcion (Greenba^g^ 15)78)* This rasalted from a number of factors 
inaluding the aheena^ of oontinuaci sign language training for the parents, 
anu tfiu shwfc perioc of tinte some* dyads had been ueing simultaneous caninun teat ion 
ieoond, bacause of thm reo«nt cjjcpa^naiofTi of mtlouf> total aamnuniontian programe* 
oral programs ha^re beoome smaller and more sucG«^sful* tthile in the past 
all deaf ohildren were traineri only orally^ resulting in a higher peraentaqa 
of failures^ at present a selection proceBS takes place Bueh that only relatively 
"sucQessful" oral ehildren (as meaiured hy ooitimunicatlon com^tenco) remain 
in oral prcgrdms. 

Despite the lack of simultaneous vs* oral differences in communieation^ 
the third hypothesis, that simultaneoua dyads w^ld demonstrate mto eompleK 
and sociable interactions tlian oral dyadg was strongly supported « Speaif ioally, 
simultaneGus ahildien showed less gaie avtrslQn and greater touching, and 
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reqipraanlly their nothers shoi'eri ifipre Crequent Liughing. S imu It an «fOUs clyaris 
spent mor^ total tiine togathor in intorrjetiva piny, auotainad mch bout longerr 
sustained Interactions that may have incluileril toc© than one bout tf^plc longer, 
hm a highaf pereentagc? of ec^plex baiite (aontiiinlng fit least tv/o rciclprocnl 
ehains of interaction)^ anri had irore bouts that v;ftri» mutually elaboMtaf^ 
and eKp^m^e^u Bimultaneous ehlldEon alio utilizori cOTimuni cat ions in a imi^e 
aotlvc! and reRppneive fashion th^,t did oral ehilrir^n* This imm evidenced 
in toeir higher rates of spontanaoos initiation of communication anci their 
higher compliance to their TOther's deman^Js and requost^. Spontaneous corranuni- 
cation ia of particular importance in c?naf children, nho conunDnly shot; dclayetl 
or passive language ci'civeloprent # hacnu^e It aignalB the child's intention 
to j^*^tepenf.iantly and reclprncally commuiiloate (Schlesinger # 1978). These 
flmnngs both imply a pattarn of more positive aCteet and contingent responsive'- 
ness in simultcineous communie ^tlon flyads and indicate the often frustrating 
naturo of interaction for orally- trained ohlldren. 

The alternative vie^.-yioint * ttiat the above findings indicate greater 
dependence anr3 socrial immaturity in simultaneous children^ is vIlBcounted 

differ in the quality and t'uratlon of interaction with their nothera^ thoy 
do not differ in the amount of time spent In proKimtty to her* Second, there 
*^re no differences in the percentage of interactions initiated by simultaMOus 
vs. oral childEenp Thereforei rather than implying greater dependency in 
the simultaneous ehildren^ the findings probably reflect an increased desire 
on the part of both simultaneous mother s and children for continued joint 
interaction. 

Of both theoretical and practical interest was the finding that inost 
of the interactional dlfferencag that rr»sulted from different comnunicatian 
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methoda were not the rosuXt of differing levels of camniunlG^itiv^ comp^tcnee* 
Only twQ ^aBiitms, ga^e ^vaciiion and interaction time were nffeated by both 
oommunioation n^thod and aommuniQation level* that Is^ the comniiiniaation 
mthod itsalfp e^pacato from compotenec level, strongly influenced the flow 
of interaation* ThiB ooncluttan la further juBtlfied by the subgroup analym& 
vihioh indieatofl signiftoant interaetion#il diffaronotis betn^^en simultanroua 
ancl oral iiyacis Beparately gt eaeh levol of comj^t«nco» 

A cartain level of communicative competenco, as TOasur^*^ by the fraqueney 
counts of different types of ccmmunicationSp may le.ic) to om of many inter-- 
actional outcomes (Westernian § Hav,^taf% in preea)« To un<lerstan<i the cVnamle 
qualities of interaction one mUBt examine not only statla oommunicatlve 
competence (fynctional communi coition acts), but aliio the ^ttern in w!iich 
communication in embecltlefl in ongoing aoclal Intecnction (interaction analyBis)# 
*rtie finding that si^ultnneous and oral ilyarts^ Bhovc<^ no clifferr^nceR in typen 
nf communicati ve acta v/hilo displaying majoir Hlfferencee in the patt«^rnlng 
or contingent responsivenj^iis of the Interaction iFarls one to consider yhafc 
differences charaoteri^^ the oocinl milieu in vjhich oral and simultanisnus 
children are tsuoht ccifiniunioritisn skills. In oontraot to th© struggle anc? 
repetition often prenent in oral^snly ecHication# ti^e rnlative ease of simultane©u8 
aommunication might provido children and parents with a more ^cciiptlng linguistic 
environnient in which to enjoy interaction^ Reciprocally^ positive social 
interaction may be the catalyst for further cmmunlcativa gains. 

The nv^thers in the profient sample aammunicated a high percentage of 
demands and questions (approKimately 401) « Both Brinich (1976) using mothera 
Qf deaf children and Hogan# t^Jimberger, § Bobbitt (1^69) using mothers of 
retarded children reported most frequent use of thaie categorlQa, In contrast^ 
Kogan et al (1969) found motherfi of normal children most freguantly used 
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that either naknm/lenlfQrt tJieir children's sfltlvlty or concc-nsri 
their ov-fn aetions or thoughts. 'Wio slnllarity in ccmuiunication Uatwean 
mothers of children v/ith various hHnf'icopa suggestn comnionslitlfls In their 
approach to Interaction ulth their child. Frequent quostionlng probably 
results from the mother 'a afctenipt to both pngagc thorn in interaction »na 
ptmiAm an elaboratlva technique for austfllning interaction (Weaterman & 
Havstati, tn prosa). T'le high rat«? of 'lenianrts im prob,ibly a roalistlc a<1apta- 
tion neceoaflry to both control their chilficen &ntl to engnqe them in interaction 
(Schaeatnger & tleartot/, 1072). Surprisingly, the levels of corimunicative 
competence of the dya-I did not affect the mother's use of fllfferent pragniatic 
or functional messages. Mhllo an analyBis of MLO or syntactic compleKlty 
might have ahoun differences as n result of communicative ccwipetence, similar 
to jiiotl'.erti of ht.arinq children (Snow s Perguson» 1977), aifCiculties in interr 
pretlng the utterance length of n»ther's messages that cont.ilned gesturr;s 
and slgna precluc'erl this type of analysis. 

Ling, Ling, anri Pflaster (1D77) stated that early use of slmult.^neoua 
communication is not necBSsary because children vho fall at oral-only communicn- 
tion nret not harmed ainse they cpn bm rapidly trarisfeerod to sign ianguage. 
However, the present stucly foun£» that ineffective oral ejcperlence (espcicially 
for the low oral subgroup) was associated with negative and fragmented interaction. 
In addition, transfer to a sign g:;ntem Is probably not a rapid process. 
TWO variables differentiated high vs. low simultaneous cominunicatorst age 
at diagnosla and nontha of school experience in simultaneouf, communication. 
Simultaneous communicitlon is u skill that requires a great deal of offoft 
by tJie child, parent, ■nd school In order to be aucceosful. ' 

The above findings tentatiyely support the previously untested ^lemics 
of simultaneous comnunlcation advocates (Mindel and Vernon, 1971), n-ho posit 
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that boeause olmultaneous or total communiaation is a natural methor] of 
eonimuniaation for the Oeaff it may Ig.iu to more positivo oQcial internctlonH, 
The oyallQal, rainforeing nature o.P theBe ^sltive intariictlons shoulri lead 
one to hypothesize that as they groi; older ^ simultaneous coitiifiuniaatoirs v/oulrt 
be better socially adjusted thnn mouW ornl deaf ehilar^jn, Hoyever * these 
finclinga cJo not neceggacily assert that an or^il-only appronoh tdll result 
in less than optimal soelal inteEaQtionH, ThiB -dll f^Gpon^ on the skills 
and attitu^iee of the child^ parenta, an' school* Tiiaro im need for longltuninal 
eKaminatlon of eugh outcomes. In the pamt, reafi*aroh hn^ been almost completely 
abaent in this domain* Hopefully^ it uill further eoiitribute to both theoretical 
understanding and practical racommendationa for deuf children am^ their familiee* 
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Int©fuctlnn of Deaf Preiichciolars 

2« 



1. 



Cc^ies of the coiflplete Inv^ntorv ^ m behaviOLal clefinltionB may 
obtainad frem the author. 
2 

Cq^jioa of the funationol cor^jnunie^tjon oatognries rind tneir uafinitJonB 
may be obtnined ttom th<^ t^uthare* 

^Greonberg anc^ Marvin (in presB) rcpQrtQd t^^at children in high eonununi'* 
cation clyads shovmd tvm m^^ot demographla cii ffarenciGa from those in lot; cammuni'- 
aation dyada* Thay had been fUagnOBad as tlaaf earlier in litfii entered early 
Intervention programs earlier ^ and eonBoquently had aignif iqantly more nonths 
of achool experi^nae. 




Int^iraction n€ Dm£ PreeGhoolere 



27 



Table 1 



Dttfinitians at Ccrninunieatloii Coding Syitem 



Category (an<1 Rnllabllitv) 



DoflnitionB anrt Rj^ainpl^i 



1. Oue^tions (R ^ *8S) 



3* Referenoa to Pto^^mt Ohjeets (R ^ *9 3) 



4. Diaauss Sel£-Aetion (R ^ .90) 



5. Disqusfj Other's Adtion (R ^ .86) 



fi. Approve Otlier'a Aationi (R ^ .83) 



R6qiiemt.«$ fioif information or 
oonfirffatiofi of another's acticni 
•^Hov olf^ are you?" "Is It 

Ccinm^nfls , ileinanfla^ or requaats 
thi^t osll for £*ationi *'Put 
thpt i^loc'^ dwn" "troulfl you 
got ma t^at tuy?" 

Declaring the attribut^^a of 
objects I "^hls truck is yellovj*^ 
or non-^wrhal behavior ouch 
m shotang an object. 

Dficlarlng one*B ov^n act ions # 
thoughts, or fuelingsi "I'm 
builvHng a generator*" 

Deolci^ i^ig the aotiono, thoughtSf 
or feelings of the otheri "You're 
bullcHng ^ house.'* 

Declaring approval, agreement, 
an tiicouragemont of the other 
or the other "o actional "That's 
nice," 



7.' DlMpprove Other's Aationa (R - ,92) 



8. Get Other's Attention (R - .91) 

9. Rcipeat (R " *90) 

10. Dealare Inforniation (R ^ .78) 



Dfialaring fligappfoval, disagree- 
^nt, or cirtidiam of th<^ other 
or the other's actions i "1 
dori't llkt* when you scream.*' 

Cmnuniaations thst gpecifically 
s#rve to call or qmt the attention 
of inotheri "Look here Aaron," 

Crying the other's aomrounlcation 

Stiort dedlarative statemanto 
tliat are direct reiponiea to 
quMtions and don't referenoe 
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Dtfinitlona of ComurHcation Coding System 



CAtegory (and RfllabUlty) 



11. TaBCh (H ^ ,80) (Fc3thir-onl\f) 



1^* Onalciislf Uble ridssagcB (R ^ .82) 



13. B^£#r€no% to /Absent QhieotUt Pccaons, 



Definitions anU examples 



Mother's c^r.mimicati^na that 
BpGG ifjQfeillv fufiction tfs rienonsttnte 
or tQadii "See^ it goes like 
this*' or rion-vef bally dAin©nstratlng 
nn act ion • 

er ba 1 1 t iono # vcoa 1 i t Ion s , 
geBturcia, cr eigns vjhost function 
eould not be disafccneil due 
to maiaagft snbiguity* ofimera 
nnglei or quality of vldeo-tapa. 



An^^ oCTnmunloatiari that eonoeifriB, 
ohjootRi ^raon^i or evants 
not present in the roomi 
tjant to s^'jm tomorraw," 



Categories 1 through 12 mtm mutually eMPlueive and aKhauativci. 
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Petetintage of Chil'7'ai CoiiimunlcstiDns hy COTmunlc.it ion 

MetliOu ami Levol 



rieasure 



Quest ion iPiBk) 
P^havlor Requaat 
R#ferariqe Pfpaent Object 
Discuss Self^Actlon 
Dlscuas nothet's Action 
Approve Mratlifir'o Aetion 
Plsapprnvo Mother's Action 
Peelare Infotmatlon 
G«t F^athar*s Attention 
Repeat riathat 

Umla^slfi iablo Cominunlcatiofjs 

ReWrenqe Absent ObjeGt^/ 
^orsons/^ventB 

^ ,01 
***p t .001 



Simiiltaneou^ Oral 



4*0 

CI, 2 
0,7 

2a 

3*8 
23,2 

2.2 



2.7 
5,0 
^1,6 

l.O 
2,5 
2.3 
3.6 
1,6 
5.0 
31.0 

1.3 



iflgh 



5.5* 
3,4 
43.8 

1.2 
3.5 
2.5 

5.8*** 
2.7 
3.8 
21.4 



1*6 
4.4 

44,6 
3.^ 
0.4 
2,2 
2*3 
2.5 
1.1 
5*0 

32.6* 

0.0 



EKLC 
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Intcfactiari of Dm£ Preiahoalera 
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Tabi? 3 

Percentage of Mother's Comjnunle«4ti©ns by Cominunication 

flethsd and Level^ 



1* Question (Ask) 

2* Behavior Request 

3. RefeEGnee Preaent ObjeQt 

4, DiecuBs Self-action 

5* Discuie Ghil-i'B Action 

€* Approve Chilci'e AGtlon 

?• DlBapprovc? Chil^Ta Action 

8* DMlare Intorniation 

f?. Get Chil^'a Attontion 

10* Ropeat Chilt^ 

11* Teach 

12* Reference Absent Objects/ 
Person^/Svunts 



2f^.2 
13*6 
28*1 
4*1 
3,6 
8*3 
P*7 
1*8 
3*? 
2.0 
1,0 

3*1 



Or ill 

29 *^ 
l^.Q 

If 

7.2 
2.5 
?..^ 
-1.8 
3.1 
2.3 

1.9 



High 



31.2 
13.-^ 
24. P 
4.6 
4.2 
6.8 
1.4 
1.0 
v).9 
2.1 
1.7 

3.7< 



23. 9 

17.0 
»5.9 
3.5 
4.8 
fl.6 
3,8 
2.3 
6, 5 
2.? 
l.« 

1.2 



*p < .05 

■''Categorlos 1 through 12 are mutually exclusive and eshaustive. 
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tnteraction off Dfjaf Preschooler.^ 
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Table 

XndLyi^a^l .Social Beh^^vior by Cmniunscatinn 
[lethod and Level 



Child 

CanplianGe {%) 

Laugh 

Ave ft aa^e 
Aggtesalon 

Mother 
Smile 



riethod 



Levol 



simultaneous Oral 



31.5*^ 
0,5 



n.9 

2*3* 



55,5 

0.1 

1,4^ 
O.P 



4,3 
1.1 
4.0 



Hiqii 



75,9 

0,5 
0.5 
0.1 



5.^ 
2,1 
^^.1 



Lov; 

65.1 
6.1 
0.6 
0,S 
1.3 
1.4* 



5*7 
1.3 
5.1 



*p <*0S 
<.01 
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Tabl^ 5 

Interact ion Jleasures by Ccmmuni cation 
riefchoJ mC\ Level 



Wothod 



Pfoquency of ^outa 

Frequency of Iriterdctian 

Mean Bout Duration 

Mean Interastion Duration 

Total Interaction Time 

ilean Duration Omplm BnutB 

Mean Duration CcjnplGx interacitlon 

Complex Bouts {%) 
Siroplo Bouts (t) 
Chilci Initiated (%) 
Mother Initiated 1%) 
Mother Elalsorated {%) 
No Elaborator (%) 
Both FilabDrate (%) 
Objeot F€cus (I) 
Non-ebject Focus {%) 



Simultaneous Oral 



12.1 
48.7^* 

69,0** 
31,0** 

50,0 

24,3 

17,1 

58,6* 

88,4 

11*6 



14.4 
11.1** 
18.1 
25,2 
267.0 
27.'^ 
32,*^ 

50,5 
49.5 
44.6 
55. 
32,8 
27.5 
3?. 7 
01.5 
8,5 



High 

1^*5 
0.7 
27.3 
43.3 
370. 4 *** 
3C.0 
50.0 

67,8 

32.2 

51.3 

48.7 

17.2 

19.7 

63.2** 

02,^ 

17.1* 



Low 
12,0 

24.2 
30,7 
257.7 
33.3 
33.8 

51,7 
40.3 

57. B 
38.8*** 
25,8 
34,5 
95,9 
4,1 



*p < .05 
**p < .01 
♦•*p < •001 
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Table 6 

IntereJGtion Measures by Caminuniciition Buhgcoups'' 



Heaiurss High Low 

SimultanGouQ High Oral Siniultaneoui Lev? Oral 



F4ean DQUt Tim 31.5* 24,0 30,5^* 13*^ 

Mean Inter* Time 52.2* 34.^ 45,2** 16*? 

Total Intor, Time 380 3^^ 3^1** 174 

n ConpleK Bouts 76.2 5Q,r 61. P ^1*5 

t SpontanGOUi Comm. 39.1* 213 35.1* 17,4 

% Canpliance 87,9'^ 64*0 75.1* 55.0 



W ^ 7 pmt group 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 



